November 21, 1974 



Dear Jim, 

Thanks for your call yesterday and your letters of the 9th. || 

As you requested, I will not send any of masmay my material on the 
transcript to Rep. Gonzalez at this. time. Since the Fol override has 
coasted through both houses, there is no rush anyhow. I would like }■ 

to send my article to Gonzalez (and perhaps to my own Representative, 

De/llums) after the book has been distributed to them. I trust you 

will let me know xta when that happens. p 

I assume that the official release date has been pushed back past g 

November 22. With regard to the 6 additional copies I have asked for, || 

I need to know how long they should be "embargoed." Unless.! hear 
otherwise X will assume that when I get them they are published.. 

' On page 3 of my letter of 6/27 to Harold, I did mention that. there a 

was a market of several hundred copies in Berkeley for a book that 
met certain criteria (including price) that Whitewash. IV does not meet. 

I hope there will still be a substantial market, and if you send me a 
half-dozen or so of the flyers I will approach the campus-area bookstores. g 
(If you think it would be worthwhile to put. another dozen or so up on i 

campus and library bulletin bene boards, I will do that too.) There 

are complications involving business licenses, etc., that r preclude me 

selling copies directly. . 

As I said, I think your legal essay is very nicely done. I hope 
you will be able to get it published in some sort of journal. I do have 
a couple of minor criticisms which you might want to consider; 

P. 173, end, and p. 174, tops I think it is misleading to say that 
Williams claims that all those bad things would follow from the release 
of* the spectro material. What he said, choosing his words ^carefully, was i| 
that the release of raw data £i.e., in general J from such investigative 
files would cause trouble for the FBI. It is clear what kind of ploy he 1 

was up to; we should not exaggerate it. (Harold's comments on p. io?_ are 
not an accurate representation of the affidavit.) The strategy, although g 
reprehensible, is not "preposterous"; the FBI was understandably afraid 
of having to justify withholding on an item-by-item basis if they lost fe 

their ha (claimed) blanket exemption. _ • | 

P. 177, top: I question the relevance of points 2 and 3, and of point 

4 bejrond the observation that at most one of the bullets matched the 
rifle. As they stand they are factually arguable, and therefore distract 

from the thrust of your conclusion. . , 

As you go after subsidiary publication, I think you will be m much 
better shape with your essay, plus a discussion of the substance of the 
transcript, than with what Harold has written . If you choose. to expand 
your essaay in this direction, please feel free. to use my article or the 
earlier material I sent you (e.g. the outline) in any way. (It would 

not be necessary to credit me.) . 

I still feel that this transcript does not stand by itself . so. much 
that it can be presented without careful consideration of what it.is.abouo. | 
If one fails to clarify the internal Commission debate and. place it in 
sxxtKstt the context of what happened before and after, it is, for example, 
impossible to bring out the thrust of Ford’s ehxhxxp editing. My article 
tried to balance the various important issues and support them with an 
appropriate amount of detail. You may not agree with the balance I 
reached, but I trust that you will see that I did consider the problems 
involved in reaching an audience . I think I am enough of an expert on 
the workings of the Commission, and on the factual evidence, to back up f 

my conclusions (even those which Harold considers "doctrinal Exrzixs errors . ") | 

As I mentioned, I am very disappointed by Harold’s contribution to 
the book. I don’t think the transcript itself is adequately. annotated, 
and the choice of supplementary documents (and their annotations) has just 
some of the flaws I was concerned about and warned about. His introductory 

essay is a major turn-off. Mnfsxnx I guess I should not be surprised that ; 




so many of the personality quirks (to put it mildly) which dominated 
his correspondence also shaped his commentary on the transcript. Both 
the logic and the style are painful. 

Frankly, I feel that I was verv badly used by Harold in this matter. 

I am always glad to help people out with detail work, documents, etc., but 
I naturally resent having my suggestions ignored; not just that various 
specific suggestions were turned down (perhaps after due consideration, 
but I doubt it) , but various general problems which I pointed out were 
not E 2 a resolved in any way. Is there any justification for not having 
that essay competently edited? No wonder he didn’t send me an advance 
copy! I hope that if any part of his sssas essay is reprinted with your 
name attached to it, directly or indirectly, you will want to make sure 
that is doesn't just remain "word salad." (I would think a number of his 
statements are close to libelous.) 

I expect that there is no point in mxntisHgxt mentioning to you all 
the non-sequiturs, s unfair exaggerdions, and wrongheaded misreadings 
that I found. If Harold’s essay is going to be reprinted, let me know. 

In this letter I will restrict myself mainly to factual matters. There 
are khh so many easily rebuttable facts in all the rambling analysis 
that you might get jumped on for them, which would lessen the impact of 
the solid analysis. I'm sorry that this happened. 

P. 10, G-l [one paragraph from the bottom]: was the claim against HW 
indeed that he had not requested "public information," or rather "an 
identifiable government record"? 

P. 11, G-2; the Commission certainly did not have an enormous staff 
of lawyers. (About 25) 

P. 1.3, Gl; the last two sentences are confusing^ I can't tell if Harold ‘ 
remembers that I found out that the original reporters’ notes for the 
1/22/64 session are in the Archives. They are being reviewed for me now. 

P. 11, G-3 ; this.says that "perhaps" Nixon valued most in Ford the fact 
that he commercialized his Commission work. Is that what HW intended to say 

P. 16 - 20 ; From a lawyer’s viewpoint, is it really possible that this 
transcript could be formally used as evidence in the plumbers or coverup 
±xa± trial? (Immaterial, irrelevant, &c - wouldn't the objections have 
been sustained?) Does it really add anything to the Nixon defense that is 
new and relevant? (I don't think there has ever been a question in the 
Watergate case that everyone was frightened of Hoover - but there is plenty 
of direct evidence available about that.) 

The relevance of this material to the Nixon defense position was readily 
obvious to me, as »were the political and legal difficulties in using it. 

I _ repeatedly asked Harold if he had any additional information to back up 
his expectation that it would be used. He consistently refused to tell 
me what his essay indicates, that he had none. In fact the way this 
section is written makes him sound delusional even if he isn't. His 
assurances to me that he did have some "special ra reasons" for wanting 
to do everything himself did in fact bully me into going along with him 
more than was justified. As I said, I feel had. 

^ According to the Archives, they do not have any reporters' notes for 
the 9/18 meetings. If HW has any Ward & Paul records which are not in the 
■Archives, he should check them. I agree that the minutes of this meeting 
are very irregular, but it should be recalled that Russell could have 
taken steps when he got the minutes on 11/5/64 to make sure that the full 
record was being preserved. If in fact he was as concerned about making 
a. record of his objections as he later claimed, I would think he (or 
Scobey; would have prepared some memos. Similarly, it can be argued that 
Rankin' s failure to have a reporter when the Texans appeared on 1/24 could 
not have been expected to guarantee that they would not make (and even 
leak/ their own record. In short, I don’t think these irregularities 

can support the weight of the charges Harold has made. 
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P. 2.0, line 3: certainly the FBI did report the LHO/FBI allegation 
earlier; it v/as denied in a letter of Jan. 14 from Hoover to Rankin. 

(See my manuscript for details. Again, that ms is not to go back to HW . ) 

P. 2?, G— 3 8 this is wrong; there was a "Dear Lee" letter on 1 / 13 , 
after a "Dear Mr. Hoover" letter (Jan. # 7 ) • That is, Hoover didn't 
start the formality. 

P. 28, G1 : for starters, the footnote should be 10H50, not 10H32ff. 
Bringuier said "there were two plain-clothing agents that identified 
'(themselves) as a member of the FBI, I believe , and they were questioning 
us [the Cubans ].' 1 Asked if they zdsnixfzsd interviewed Oswald, he 
said only that he thought so. I ra can see no justification for HW*s 
reading of this in light of the contrary assertions. This is repeated 
on p. 150 and 156 . ( t j The claim that Bringuier's testimony was "without 
dispute" (p. 156 ) is absurd. Quigley specifically said he was alone. 
(4H432) . 

P. 28, footnote: presumably "4H431" was intended rather than "12H341," 
in which case the note should have been "4H435" rather than "4H431 ff." 

In any case it is incorrect, since Quigley referred to requests to see 
the FBI from "persons who are in custody of local authorities" (which 
may be true, if not illuminating) and not to "reds." 

Jim, perhaps I should explain that I am not passing on these comments 
just to EXKESKisKV exercise my critical faculties. If this book does 
in fact get any attention, you are going to hear a lot of rebuttal, and 
sooner should be better than later. I trust you understand my position. 

P. 28, G-3 s the reference to TI 67 (Hosty) requires the citations which 
show up on p. 76 . 

P. 3J> G-2 (ref. to TI 93 ) : I still have a hunch that by "picture" 

Rankin meant 'drawing' and not 'photo' (even though’ he uses 'picture' for 

Ah 'photo' on p. 195) and that he may well have been referring to CE 397 
(which, as Harold points out, shows what Rankin described.) 

I think it is. relevant that according to Wecht (who is after all one of 
ua us) the extant photos show the back wound definitely higher than the 
front wound. (See especially his fxfsShg figures 5 and 6 .J Of course, 
one can argue that this proves that the extant photos are fakes, but that 
way lies madness (or at least Garrisonian logic) . 

I do think the Specter quote in my letter of 8/27 to you is relevant 
to proving some WC access to this material. 

The 1/21 transcript (p. 133) is also a slim reed to lean on. Put it 

in context - note how imprecise Rankin's language is on the previous couple 
of pages. The subject of this discussion - and what McCloy is asking about 
is the supplemental CD's - the FBI's "raw material." If you insist that 
Rankin is responding with understanding to Kx McCloy' s question, what he 
is saying is that the autopsy photos are in the CD's - which is certainly 
not true . 

As a lawyer, you can make the case that Rankin must have meant what he 
said, but as a scientist I remain quite unconvinced. (I would like to be 
convinced, of course.) Basically, is there any other evidence that the WC 
did have this stuff then? 

There is an issue here, and there is no need to exaggerate. Specter 
properly wanted this material, the Commission had. the right to it, and 
should have gotten it. It is well known that Specter was upset when he 
was overruled. (E.g., Belin, p. 345~§347) 

The second page of Specter's memo of 4 / 30 , which is presumably what HW 
refers to on p. 31 > G1 , is not fairly paraphrased: e.g., RFK was spoken 
to by someone on behalf of the Commission. 

^ P. 31. footnote to 21H476-7* this is a complete misrepresentation of 
what Hoover's letter said. It is not even an accurate conclusion based on 
Hoover's letter and other evidence. Did anyone check such things out??? 
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p. 33 , G 3 : can you justify the xn± inference that Hiss may have been 
framed? I am not familiar with the role of "the rug" in the Hiss case. 

In context, Dulles' implication is that the Russians screwed Hiss with 
the rug. 

P. 95, note: can you back ± up the claim that the relevant evidence 

was then "in hand"? I rather doubt that it had yet been obtained. 

P. 138 note: this is a misquote of Kas Katzenbach. The FBI is not 
quite the same as Hoover. 

P. 142 note: CD 385 and 391 did not reach the WC 

until Feb. 20. (Anyhow, did the WC claim not to have them on I/ 27 ??) 

P. 145, note: "See p. 139" appears to be a typo (neither T139 nor 139 
relate) . 

'P. 159 (note) , p. 160: This is the wrong page of CD 205. (HW evidently 

got confused by the changed FBI page-numbering in CD 385)* Rankin's 
letter correctly identifies the relevant page of the notebook as p. 74. 

There is no 4-page skip where the notebook entry should be. 

Harold did just the kind of half-assed job on the Hosty. entry that I 
feared he would and urged him to avoid. JIM: If anyone picks up on 
this and wants more information, please refer to Chapter 5 of my_ manuscript 
and if possible refer the person to me directly. As I said earlier, I 
would k just as soon not have my new material on this matter used at 
this time, and it is not all that relevant to the _ transcript, but if 
scasxtaxbsxHSsidxlxwaHksdxxkxdisnasxrxgkkx the pa topic was to be covered 
I wanted it done right. 

P. 165*. this is from CE 2137 (24H737) . It seems appropriate mostly 
because of the Weisbergian sentence length and clarity (a word was left 
out) . The next published page makes it clear that, this is about Anthony 
W. Osswald; offhand I recall that there are many documents about him. 

(Just guessing, ±h& this may be the source of the story about Oswald going 
to Mexico by car.) 

P. 211, G2 : This irrelevant description of the Archives sssxr security 

is quite inaccurate. It would be easy for a researcher to walk out with 
documents . 

P. 214, last HW paragraph: Rhoads' letter simply does not say that there 
had not been a prior review under the Executive Order. Is there the 
slightest basis for the accusation of perjury? (Is such an accusation 
libelous? The Archives quite openly told me that there was such an E.O. 
revi ew in 1972. What's the big fuss about? 

I hope this transcript can get some appropriate attention. Now that 
the moment has passed (the resignation, the pardon, Jaworski leaves, 
and the Fol amendments are passed) I feel that my efforts to help h 
Harold were wasted. I don’t blame you at all; my _ willingness _ to defer 
to him and to continue a relationship without rational communication 
from him were Ikxk largely at fault. It won't ah happen again. 

I do hope that you will be able to recover your investment (financial 
and otherwise) in this work, and that I will be able to help you. 

Eest - faJl 

PLH 

PS: The enclosed may interest you. Of course, before the 1970 CD 

release there were even more "withheld" documents which were published. 

You might be able to use this sometime. I knew that some withheld documents 
were in the volumes but I didn't get around to listing them until now! 

P. 

PS: Harold has written me several crazy letters which I have no intention 
of asking. If you think it is appropriate, you can tell him something to 

the effect that I read everything he sends me but have no time for such 
correspondence. PLH ! 







